EVEN THE MOST BRILLIANT SCIENTIFIC DISCOVERY, IF NOT COMMUNICATED WIDELY AND ACCURATELY, is of little value. And with the explosion of science around the globe, the dissemination of scientifi c information, once the purview of learned societies and a handful of publishers, is now a growth industry. This growth has attracted new models and new providers of services. In the process, the standards for scientifi c communication are slipping (see the special section on Communication in Science beginning on p. 56). The science community must explore new ways to improve upon them.
which papers are most improved through the review process are blind to which method of peer review is applied. I propose that the science community explore more of these alternatives, but also consider how the effectiveness of new reviewing methods can be rigorously assessed. Which maintain or improve quality standards? Are some better suited to various open-access models of publishing?
Even before scientifi c material is published, the fi rst outlet for communication is typically a scientifi c meeting. All presenters want to describe their fi ndings to an audience of infl uential luminaries in their fi elds, and they certainly would be disappointed if a conference billed as a gathering of experts were nothing of the sort (see the News story by Cohen on p. 76). Travel budgets are so meager that scientists must carefully prioritize what meetings they attend. On the other hand, much of the growth in science overall has been in nations that, until recently, rarely hosted international meetings. It is understandable that organizations within those countries would want to attract outside scientists to present papers, to benefi t their own national efforts. Again, there is scant evidence on how to best use scientifi c meetings to build an international community. What meeting sizes work the best? What is the best mix of students and established researchers? What assures someone of the quality of a meeting before they commit to attend (such as a peer-reviewed program)? What venues are best for particular types of meetings? Is it better to limit the number of concurrent sessions at the expense of a longer meeting? How does the experience of remote attendees (viewing sessions online) compare to that of in-person attendees? How can that experience at a distance be improved?
It is high time that scientists apply scientifi c thinking to determine how to better communicate their science. Science progresses through experimentation and evidence. I would like to think that science communication can as well. 
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